.,-  -    .,,  ,..^,,^,,^^^,1(1^ 


Author: 

Titip:  The  Gradina  of  cannina  crops  in  Pennsylvania 

Place  of  Publication:  Harrisburg 


Copyright  Date:  1934 

Master  Negative  Storage  Number:  MNS#  PSt  SNPaAg084.11 


m 


-( <;i;*>» 


<2076508>  *  Form:serial  2  !nput:HHS  EditFMD 

008     ENT:  980310    TYP:  d    DT1:  19uu    DT2:  19uu    FRE:  a    LAN:  eng 

037     PSt  SNPaAg084.11-084,19  SbPreservation  Office,  The  Pennsylvania 

State  University,  Pattee  Library,  University  Park,  PA  16802-1805 
090  20  Microfilm  D344  reel  84.11-84.19  $cmc-*-(service  copy,  print  master, 

archival  master) 
245  14  The  Grading  of  canning  crops  in  Pennsylvania 
260     Harrisburg  $bBureau  of  Markets,  Dept.  of  Agriculture 
300     V.  $c28  cm. 

500     Description  based  on:  Season  of  1934 
500     Title  from  cover 
533     Microfilm  $m1 934-1 942  $bUniversity  Park,  Pa.  :  $cPennsylvania  State 

University  $d1998  $e1  microfilm  reel  ;  35  mm.  $f(USAIN  state  and  local 

literature  preservation  project.  Pennsylvania)  $f(Pennsylvania 

agricultural  literature  on  microfilm) 
Archival  master  stored  at  National  Agricultural  Library,  Beltsville,  MD 

:  print  master  stored  at  remote  facility 
This  item  is  temporarily  out  of  the  library  during  the  filming  process. 

If  you  wish  to  be  notified  when  it  returns,  please  fill  out  a  Personal 

Reserve  slip.  The  slips  are  available  in  the  Rare  Books  Room,  in  the 
590     This  item  is  temporarily  out  of  the  library  duhng  the  filming  process. 

If  you  wish  to  be  notified  when  it  returns,  please  fill  out  a  Personal 

Reserve  slip.  The  slips  are  available  in  the  Rare  Books  Room,  in  the 

Microforms  Room,  and  at  the  Circulation  Desk 
650  0  Canning  and  preserving  $xGrading  $zPennsylvania  $xPeriodicals 
650  0  Canned  foods  $xGrading  $zPennsylvania  $xPeriodicals 
710  1    Pennsylvania.  $bDept.  of  Agriculture  $bBureau  of  Markets 
830  0  USAIN  state  and  local  literature  preservation  project  $pPennsylvania 
830  0  Pennsylvania  agricultural  literature  on  microfilm 


590 


590 


-  ,,1-  r.  -    .-S'ti 


FILMED  WHOLE  OR  IN 
PART  FROM  A  COPY 

BORROWED  FROM 


5  W  5   ^ 


National  Agricultural 

Library 


^^0  .  oY 


,1 


f  ■      P9^tX/r-rr_^.:5xxiocLico3rcQno:^^  .-ro 


:'  \^N 


•  ^aaMMv^MM^,* 


*    JAN  1  8  1940    -k 
CAfALOGED 


^^-tJit'Jra!  Economics 


Mlm^M-. 


L 


I  rz? 


^    R   Y 


CUi<K,:.  .!  SERIAL  RECORD 

DEC  1  8  .343 


U.  S.  OEPARTt-stNT  OF  AGR;CULTUHE 


-■-     —  •^'^(-•«»«4,«i^•■| 


•ff^ 


■.'r 


THL  GRADiMG  OF  CANNING  CROPS 


IN 


TENNSYLVAiViA 


S£/^SON 
OF 

195^ 


V 


u 


^ 


3in?EAL 


F  MARKETS 


DtPARTMtNf  OF  ACtKMCULTURE 


HARRi^BURGr 


mv.  li 


z.^-- 


\ 
\ 


■£>^j'i'JU>:j..j::^  _jXXJLXZe'^  r-n ,t->- 


ift-»a:W"S^^| 


.  f~:-  •  ., 


r  s^. 


•TV  K"!**"  '.IP 


Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania 

Department  of  Agriculture 
Harrisburg 


D.  U.    James   -   K.  R.  Slamp 
Bureau  of  Markets 


THE  GRADING  OF  CANNING  CROPS  IN  PENNSYLVANIA 


Reports  received  from  principal  canning  sections  of  the  country,  indi- 
cate that  the  purchasing  of  canning  crops  on  the  basis  of  Federal  grades  continues 
to  increase,  both  in  volume  and  in  scope.  Each  year  sees  larger  graded  tonnages 
purchased,  additional  coranicdities  graded  and  additional  canning  sections  changing 
from  flat  rate  to  graded  purchases. 


1  ■>      T   • 


During  the  first  years  of  this  grading,  many  growers  did  not  favor  the 

t      -.     «-■<-- -4-     -..---^-i.-^    t,p^-^4-v«    ,.  rv-iO  r^    v^c^oTiTi4-    +n    +V>o    ronrjpr'c?    +.hnY>    t.n    thft    grow— 

ers.  However,  results  have  shown  that  both  the  producer  and  the  processor  benefit, 
since  the  co.nner  can  afford  to  pay  the  grower  higher  prices  for  improved  quality  raw 
stock.   Reports  from  various  canning  sections  show  that  most  growers  now  favor  graded 
selling.   In  Pennsylvania  several  canneries  have  changed  to  graded  buying  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  growers  delivering  to  those  plants.   Since  the  average  return  per  ton 
is  generally  higher  than  the  prevailing  flat  rate  price  in  the  state,  it  is  not  sur- 
prising that  most  growers  favor  this  method  of  purchase.   During  the  1934  season, 
Pennsylvania  tomato  growers  who  sold  to  canneries  received  an  average  of  |13.70  per  ' 
ton  compared  with  the  average  flat  rate  price  of  $11.75  per  ton. 


Pennsylvania  ranks  fourth  of  all  states  in  the  annual  value  of  canned 
foods  produced,  being  excelled  only  by  California,  New  York  and  New  Jersey.  The 
reputation  of  Pennsylvania  canned  goods  is  excellent  since  Pennsylvania  canners  have 
stressed  quality  more  than  quantity.  Quality  canned  foods  are  produced  only  from 
high  quality  raw  stock  so  it  is  important  that  the  quality  of  canning  crops  produc- 
ed in  Pennsylvania  be  maintained  at  a  high  level,  if  the  present  reputation  of 
Pennsylvania  for  canned  foods  is  to  be  perpetuated.  Experience  here  and  in  all 
other  leading  canning  states  since  1927  definitely  proves  that  the  surest  method 
of  maintaining  high  quality  production  is  through  purchasing  the  raw  stock  under 
federal  grades. 


PROGRESS  OF  WORK  IN  PENNSYLVANIA 


The  first  experimental  grading  work  in  Pennsylvania  was  carried  on  in 
throe  factories  in  1927,  when  235,000  pounds  of  tomatoes  were  graded.   In  1928, 
this  figure  increased  to  8,842,000  pounds  covering  bulk  apples,  grapes  and  tomatoes. 
From  this  small  beginning  during  1927  and  1928,  the  grading  work  increased  to 
74,920,373  pounds  during  the  1934  season.   The  volume  of  grading  in  Pennsylvania 
from  1927  to  1934  is  shown  on  Table  Uo.    1  which  follows. 
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Crop 


Table  #1  -  Inspection  of  Fruit  and  Truck  Crops  for  Manufacture 

in  Pennsylvania  1929  -  1934 


Totals  • 

Apples 

Cherries 

Grapes 

Raspberries 

Snap  Beans 

Tomatoes 


1934- 


1933 


"I  orio 


1931 


1930 


1929 


(pounds)    (pounds)    (pounds)    (pounds)    (pounds)     (pounds) 
74,920,373  46,715,915  68,696,624   53,453,839  43,792,819   13,487,955 


35,552,996 

2,051,244 

6,396,760 

12,145 


22,982,822 

307,062 

3,400,000 

19,200 


30,907,228  20,006,876 


41 , 792 , 184   32  ,  114 , Ob9   36 , 453 , 499 

657,203   2,479,124   2,710,000 

3,914,000   5,176,000   3,004,700 


112,021     320,322     131,675 

21,694,216  13,364,324   1,492,945 


8,956,008 


1,801,784 


373,407 
2,356,756 


•  «  «  «  « 


BULK  APPLE  GRADING  -  1934 
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apples  purchased  by  canners  was  secured  on  the  basis  of  federal  grades  under  state 
inspection.   In  addition  to  canning  stocks,  apples  received  at  packing  houses  for 
sale  as  fresh  stock  were  secured  under  inspection  at  several  points. 

Fewer  apples  graded  "Ciders'*  durving  1934  than  any  year  since  the  begin 
ning  of  grading  in  1930,  although  the  averages  for  1933  and  1934  were  strikingly 
similar.   The  fact  that  so  fev7  apples  graded  ciders  or  cannery  No.  2*s  in  the  past 
few  years  indicates  that  the  quality  of  Pennsy  vania  canning  apples  is  tending  to 
improve. 


Table  #2  -  Average  Classification  of  Pennsylvania  Bulk  Apples 


1930  -  1934 


grade 

U.  S.  No.  1 

U.  S.  Commercial 

U.  S.  Cannery  No.  1 

U,  S.  Cannery  No.  2 

Ciders 


1934 


1933 


1932 


1931 


1930 


23% 

23% 

13/ 

35^ 

24/ 

« 

« 

« 

1/ 

4/ 

70/, 

47/, 

50/ 

34/ 

33/ 

■»« 

19/, 

22% 

7/ 

21/ 

7% 

11^ 

15/ 

23/ 

18/ 

♦  U.  S.  Commercial  and  U.  S.  No.  1  grades  combined  in  1932-34. 
**  U.  S.  No,  1  and  U.  S.  No.  2  Canners  combined  in  1934. 


TOMATO  GRADING  -  1934 


Tlie  eighth  season  of  tomato  graling  in  Pennsylvania  shov/od  an  increase 
of  nearly  55^  over  the  1933  tonnage.   Nearly  31  million  pounds  were  graded  in  1934 
compare'l  to  20  nillion  in  1933.   In  addition,  2104  acres  of  tomatoes  f^orr)  counties 
in  eastern  Pennsylvania  wore  Federal-State  inspected  at  the  Campbell  Soup  Company 
at  Camden,  N.  J. 
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Table  ff^   -  Cannery  Torrato  Inspection 


=z: 


State 

Pennsylvania 

New  Jersey 

New  York 

Indiana 

Ohio 

Illinois 

Maryland 


Tonnage 
Graded 

15,453 

91,060 

64,054 

143,250 

28,171 

3,954 

8,375 


i   of  Total 

Acreage 

Graded 

80 
67 
53 
46 
36 
35 
4 


U.  S.  No.  1  U.  S.  No.  2 
t  t 


61 
58 
66 
55 
69 
48 
44 


34 
39 
32 
42 
25 
45 
51 


Culls 
t 

8 
S 

8 
8 

6 
7 

5 


The  U.  S.   Division  of  Crop  Estimates  reports  7,800  acres  of  tomatoes 
grown  in  Pennsylvania  in  1934,  which  would  indicate  that  80^  of  the  Pennsylvania 
acreage  was  contracted  for  and  delivered  on  tho  basis  of  the  U.  S.  Tomato  Grades. 
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in  Pennsylvania 


as  follows! 


Burgoon  &  Yingling, 

Chanceford  Packing  Co., 

S.  M.  Fife, 

J.  Gemmil, 

Qirard  Canning  Co,, 

Hanover  Canning  Co., 

Lineboro  Canning  Co., 

Littlestown  Canning  Co., 

Melrose  Canning  Co., 

Musselman  Canning  Co., 

Myers  Canning  Co., 

North  East  Preserving  Works, 

Howard  Proctor, 

H.  M.  Ruff, 

W.  Scott  Silver, 

R.  Snyder, 

Welch  Grape  Juice  Co., 


Gettysburg 

Collinsville 

Airville 

High  Rock 

Girard 

Hanover 

Lineboro,  Md. 

Littlestown 

Hanover  (2  canneries) 

Biglerville 

Spring  Grove 

North  East 

Delta 

Woodbine 

Nottingham 

Delta 

North  East 


«  • 


Although  the  qualit/  of  the  1934  tomato  crop  in  Pennsylvania  was  not 
uniformly  high  throughout  tl:e  r.-rrr^on,  the  yv.ai'ly  ave:  ago  for  the  entire  state  was 
the  highest  for  the  eight  yor-rs  of  cradin:%  61%   of  tho  tomatoes  packed  graded 
U.  S.  No.  1,  and  :)%   were  culls.   Table  //4  compares  tho  average  grades  in  1934  with 
each  year  from  1927. 
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Table  #4  -  Classification  of  Graded  Tomatoes  in  Pennsylvania  -  1927  -  1934 

(Weighted  Average-Percent) 


• 

1934» 

1933 

1932 

1931 

1930 

1929 

1928 

1927 

U.  S.  No.  1 

61 

61 

52 

46 

42 

54 

41 

51 

U.  S.  No.  2 

34 

43 

43 

45 

£4 

42 

51 

39 

Culls 

5 

6 

5 

9 

4 

4 

8 

10 

Figures  for  1934  do  not  include  3  canneries  nuri-hasing  on  U.  S.  f^tandards  for 
Strained  Tomato  Products  (juice  or  pulp). 


«  •  •  •  • 


Table  §^   shows  the  average  season  grading  at  Pennsylvania  cannerief?  in 
1934,  prices  paid  for  No,  I's  and  No.  2's  and  the  average  season  prices  paid.  The 
average  price  received  by  tomato  growers  selling  on  the  grade  basis  (including 
2,104  acres  grown  in  Pennsylvania  and  delivered  to  a  Now  Jersey  cannery)  v/as  $13.70 
compared  to  an  average  price  of  $11.75  for  tomatoes  sold  flat  rate.  Last  year  the 
average  graded  price  in  the  state  was  |12.61  and  the  average  flat  rate  price  was 
♦10.73. 

During  the  1933  season,  7  canneries  in  the  state  purchased  tcrr.atoes 
with  a  differential  of  $10.00  a  ton  between  tho  U.  S.  No.  1  and  U.  S.  No.  2  grades, 
and  the  average  differential  was  |8.61.   During  1934,  the  gi-eatost  differential 
was  $9.00  at  one  plant  and  the  average  was  |6.67.   This  is  rnoro  nearly  in  line 
with  the  differential  of  $5.00  a  ton  suggested  by  results  of  the  extensive  research 
work  done  by  Hauck  and  Radebaugh  to  determine  an  approximate  price  differential  be- 
tween ones  and  twos  based  on  the  value  of  each  of  these  grades  in  the  pack-out  of 
canned  goods. 


Table  #5 


Season  Average 

Olassification 

1934 


SS: 


111  .ill  'I'liii 


SS 


zax. 


Cannery  A 

B 
C 
D 
B 
F 

a 

H 

I 

J 
K 

L 
U 

N 
0 
P 

Q 

R 


M 
tf 
ft 

n 
II 
II 
II 
If 

N 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
H 
If 
11 


U.S.#1     U.S. #2     Culls 


57!^ 

74 

64 

70 

59 

57 

28 

60 

60 

69 

67 

82 
64 

81 
69 
62 
64 
69 


385S 

20 

27 

25 
37 
38 

70 
34 
43 
26 
31 
11 
33 
IB 
25 
30 
33 
29 


55C 
6 

9 
6 

t 

7 

t 

7 
3 

4 

8 
8 

ft 


Prices  paid  per  Ton  for  U.  S.  No.  1 
and  No.  2  Tomatoes  and  Season  Average 
at  Pennsylvania  Factories  -  1934 


U.  S.  #1    U*  S.  #2     Season  Ave* 


$16. 

80 

14. 

28 

14. 

28 

14. 

.28 

16. 

,00 

16. 

,00 

12, 

.00 

14, 

,28 

17, 

,00 

14, 

,28 

16. 

,00 

15. 

00 

16. 

80 

13. 

.25 

15. 

.00 

14, 

.28 

12. 

25 

16. 

00 

$8.40 
8.90 
8.90 
8.90 
8.50 
8.00 

12.00 
8.90 
8.00 
8.90 
8.00 

15.00 
8.40 
8.25 
8.00 
0.90 

8,00 


$12.52 
12.31 
11.54 
12.22 
12,59 
12.16 
12.00 
11.59 
11.94 
12.16 
13.20 
14.01 
13.62 
13.88 
12.43 
12.68 

13.36 
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A  very  valuable  oontribution  in  research  of  the  quality  factors  affect- 
ing grade  of  cannery  torr.atoes  has  recently  been  published  by  Put'due  University  in 
the  form  of  Bulletin  #394.   F,  G.  Gaylord.  v;ho  has  been  in  charge  of  this  study,  has 
permitted  quotation  from  his  publication. 

"A  majority  of  tomatoes  become  U.  S.  No.  I's  if  allowed  to  ripen." 

^'Intelligent  and  skillful  picking  can  do  more  to  increase  pro- 
fits from  the  tomato  field  than  any  other  farm  practice.*' 

"These  Investigations  show  that  growers  secure  higher  percent- 
ages of  U.  S.  No*  I's  and  larger  yields  by  picking  less  often 
and  doing  a  better  job." 

"The  most  important  factor  after  the  crop  has  been  grown  is  the 
careful  picking  of  it." 

"In  these  studios  tomatoes  remained  as  U,  S.  No.  l*s  for  an  aver- 
age of  6^-  days.  In  moderately  warm,  dry  weather  it  is  not 

,,v^,.«,^o^  for  indlvidu«/l  -f-nmatoRS  to  remain  as  U.  S.  No.  l*s  for 
10  to  15  days  and  occassionally  for  20  to  25  days." 

"Color  is  only  one  factor  of  quality,  but  good  flavor  is  usually 
found  associated  with  excellent  color." 

"Sandy  soils,  unless  high  in  organic  matter  and  with  sufficient 
available  plant  food  are  likely  to  grow  a  low  percentage  of  U. 
S.  No.  I's." 

"There  is  little  significant  difference  between  the  percentage  of 
U.  S.  No.  I's  produced  on  black  soil  as  compared  with  clay  soil." 

• 

"Tomatoes  ripening  during  the  first  half  of  the  season  grade  a 
greater  percentage  of  U.  S.   No.  I's  than  during  the  last  half 
of  the  season." 

"Heavily  defaliated  plants  produce  a  low  percentage  of  U.  S. 
No.  l*s  during  a  harvesting  season  of  hot  weather." 

"Tomato  picking  has  been  considered  a  common  task  and  it's  vital 
importance  is  all  too  often  overlooked  by  the  farmer  until  his 
load  reaches  the  factory." 

"Under  favorable  conditions  culls  should  not  exceed  two  or  three 
percent  for  the  season  if  growers  pick  tomatoes  properly." 

Table  #6  shows  a  striking  comparison  between  the  highest  and  lowest  qual- 
ity loads  graded  at  Pennsylvania  factories  in  1934.   The  grov;ur  of  the  best  load  re- 
ceived $5.07  more  per  ten  fnr   it  than  the  flat  price  would  have  paid.   The  canner,  on 
the  other  hand,  raid  $6.(i7  less  for  the  poorest  load  than  he  would  have  paid  flat 
rate  but  an  averii^e  increased  price  of  $1.95  per  ton  over  the  prevailing  flat  rate 
price. 
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Table  #6  -  Grading  of  Best,  Poorest  and  Average  Load,  Showing  Price 

Comparison  with  Ungraded  Tomatoes.   Season  of  1S34. 


Grades 

U.  S.  No.  1 
U.  S,  No.  2 
Culls 

PRICES  RECEIVED 

Graded 

Flat  Rate 


Avera.f^e  Load 
61% 

Mi 

5fo 


Best  Load 


98% 


Ci 


Poorest  Load 

15;;^ 

3 


A 


513.70 
11.75 


$1G.82 
11,75 


$  5.68 
11.75 


SOUR  CHERRY  GRADING  -   1934 

Th6^^  fifth  yes.r  of  cherry  grading  in  Por^-^' sylvan  in  saiv  an  incroaso  to 
2,000,000  pounds  frcrr:  300,000  pounds  gr-aded  in  1933.   The  U.  S.  Grades  are  proving 
^■■0  bo  generally'  reiti  sfactory  to  both  grower  and  ''ir.nner.   Tbr-  increase  of  the 
cherry  maggot  dii>^ing  "'he;'  r.a.st  few  yr^ars  has  bf^er,  a  vc3ry  disturbing  factor  to  the 
industry  and  threatenr:'  t':  cause  rejected  leads  1:^  U.o  canner  end   seized  shipHK^nts 

01   uiitJ  i_uj.iJ-oiiGu.  O  r  0  G.  U  O  -/  >■■>  J       o  i  1  -.  X  v^vi  v  *  ^  V.  v^  ^.o...^  t  ^  l-l^  ^ :.. ,■.1^^2.1*  ^  ..  V.  V  --  -  «...-.*  ^.-_w. 
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is  hold  more  closely  in  choc]:  by  thorough  sprayifi^  methods. 


During  the  1934-  soanon  92%   of  all 
No.  1,  the  balance  being  culls. 


.Ties  inspected  graded  U.  3. 


GRAPE  GRADING  FOR  JUICE  FURiOSES  -  1934 

The  volume  of  grapes  inspected  for  juice  purponrs  was  greater  t'-en  in 
any  year  since  the  work  -Parted  in  1928.   More  then  6-1/3  niillicn  pounds  were 
classified  by  state  inspectors  during  the  fall  of  1934. 

The  manufacturers  contract  with  th(3  growers  for  U.  S.  No.  1  juice 
grapes  v;ith  certain  requirements  v/aived,  such  as  splits  and  straggly  bunches.   The 
net  returns  to  the  grape  growers  are  usually  somewhat  higher  than  the  returns  re- 
ceived from  carlot  shipping  since  the  expenses  for  packing  and  packages  are  elimi- 
nated in  selling  te  the  grape  juice  manufacturers. 


SUPERVISION  AND  COST  OF  CANNERY  INSPECTION  SERVICE 

This  is  a  self-supporting  service  under  state  supervision.   All  in- 
spectors are  trained  and  licensed  by  the  Pennsylvania  Bureau  of  Markets  and  m.ay  be 
hired  by  buyers  or  sellers  of  canning  crops,  through  the  Federal-State  Inspection 
Fund,  E.  B.  Mitchell,  Treasurer,  Harrisburg,  Pa.   During  1934  the  gross  cost  for 
each  inspector  amount oc  to  $42.00  per  week.   From  this  amount  $3.00  a  week  was  paid 
to  the  State  Treasury  to  offset  the  cost  of  statf?  supervision  and  various  overhead 
expenses,  such  as  certificates,  postage,  clerical,  office  rents,  etc.   The  balance 
of  the  weekly  cterge  of  t42.00  a  week  wan  used  to  pay  the  inspectors  and  to  meet 
minor  charges  ench  as  C'::^eens'Ulon  insurance.  Federal  tax  on  -rocks,  etc.   A  small 
balance  left  in  the  Federal-State  Fund  will  be  retained  to  meet  the  contingency  of 
paying  r^eporting  expenses  of  inspectors  next  season. 
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During  1934  the  averago  cost  of  inspecting  75  million  pounds  of  cannery 
products  amountcai  to  13-2/3  cents  a  tori,  compared  with  12-2/3  cents  in  1933,  189^  in 
1932  and  164   a  ton  in  1931.   Altiiough  the  cost  at  small  factories  is  considerably 
higher  than  the  average  for  the  state,  tho  L-aving  from  cull  ulimination,  at  some 
factories,  is  alone  sufficient  to  pay  the  entire  inspection  charges.   At  one  tomato 
factory  the  saving  from  culls  amounted  to  $537.50,  at  the  prevailing  flat  rate 
price  of  $11.75  a  ton.   The  inspection  cost  at  this  plant  was  |336.00  for  the  en- 
tire season. 

Additional  copies  of  this  report  or  further  information  regarding  this 
grading  service  may  be  secured  upon  request. 


Canners  who  whish  to  secure  inspectors  can  fill  in  and  mail  the  form 
below  to  the  Federal-State  Inspection  Service,  Bureau  of  Markets,  Harrisburg. 
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Federal-State  Inspection  Service, 


Bureau  of  Markets 


Harrisburg ,  Pennsylvania 


Kindly  furnish  us  with  inspectors  to  grade at 

(comodity) 


the  following  points ~.~. .-•  beginning 


approximately  — • and  finishing  about 

(date) 


(date) 


Name 


Address 
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